



Functions of Academic Senate and their implementation
	Function
	HOW
	WHEN
	Comment

	(a) provide advice to the Council and Vice-Chancellor on:
	By request of e.g., Council

Also channelled through the Presiding Officer as a member of Council
	As needed
	

	
	(i) all matters relating to teaching, scholarship and research conducted at or in connection with the University, including general advice on the academic priorities and policies of the University; and
	
	
	

	
	(ii) teaching and research activities of the University and on the allocation of teaching and research responsibilities within the University’s facilities; and
	
	
	

	
	(iii) academic aspects of the formulation and review of the University’s strategic plan; and
	
	
	

	
	(iv) any academic matters that it considers to be of importance; and 
	
	
	

	
	(v) the maintenance of academic standards; and
	
	
	

	(b) accredit and review new and existing academic courses, with particular responsibility for ensuring that:
	APC has responsibility for Course Accreditation and Review; Senate membership sits on APC.

If Senate wishes to change policy, then relevant changes are communicated to e.g., Faculty courses committee and included in their process.

Processes to support course accreditation are clearly documented and well established
	
	Informal process of reporting back to Senate on efficacy of course accreditation, although APC conduct themed audits– one at each meeting.  This may focus on a particular aspect of the documentation or be all of faculty documentation

However, Senate has no visibility as to the outcomes – might be as simple as setting up a documentation structure and access to the outputs so that Senate can demonstrate how this operates

	
	(i) the structure and requirements of each course are consistent with the award to which it leads; and
	
	
	

	
	(ii) the depth of content and standard of assessment of each course is appropriate to the award to which it leads; and
	
	
	

	
	(iii) the methods of course delivery are appropriate in achieving the purpose of the course; and
	
	
	

	
	(iv) the course and the award to which it leads are consistent with the Australian Qualifications Framework; and
	
	
	

	(c) ©approve the list of awards to be offered by the University; and
	Senate and APC own the procedure
	
	No issues noted

	(d) formulate, approve and review regulations in relation to academic matters including, but is not limited to, regulations applying to admission, enrolment, credit, assessment, examination, exclusion and graduation; and
	Senate:

APC develops regulations

Appeals Committee also.

Other sources of change flow through to Manager of Senate business who deals with them.
	
	4 –phases suggested here as a means of assessing this, namely

Request

Design/Develop

Implement

Monitor/Review

Request change: OK but check out Monitor/Review phase below

Design change : OK but no guidance offered to Working parties as to how and who they ought to consult on the development or modification of a regulation – so outcomes are very dependent on the quality of the Working Party and hoping that the right consultation is applied. – May be an argument for an initiation process for work processes to guide them in the analysis approach.

Bottom line: No requirement exists for Senate as to how working parties ought to consult/communicate. 

Working Parties may overlap in what they are doing because each is unaware of the other’s activities – how do we address that?

Implement: Problems often with understanding by Senate as to where the information on a new /modified regulation needs to be communicated. Divisions easy but Faculties operate differently and its not always easy to target the information (FEO roles may differ from Faculty to Faculty for instance). Timing of the message can also be a problem. 

Also had an example of how information on the webpage might not be the latest – an IT issue that Megan is dealing with.

Further, there is no defined interaction between Organisational Development & Senate in implementing change. OD has interactions with all other areas/structures of the University

Monitor and Review:

There is no set schedule of reviews of Academics Regulations (there are compliance systems out there that allow review schedules to be set up

e.g.– 4TQ has such capability)

	(e) determine the lists of graduands of the University specifying the award and the level of award that each of the graduands is to receive; and
	Senate has delegated authority to the Deans to sign off …Quality Assurance role undertaken by Student Admin processes:

Recissions are referred back to Senate by the Deans,
	
	Need to document the process if not already done so.

	(f) approve the regulations applying to prizes that are to be available on a university-wide basis; and
	
	
	

	(g) require the production and submission of reports in relation to academic issues from, or refer academic matters to, Faculties, other organisational units and committees for consideration and action as required; and
	included following suggestion of the University Secretary. Similar clause is in effect for Council
	
	This may provide the impetus to compel more formal reporting. No mechanism currently exists to support this and to ensure compliance

	(h) assure the quality of teaching, scholarship and research in the University; and
	Functions of the now defunct Quality audit committee devolved to L&T and BGS committees
	
	Major issue for Senate in that there is no formal monitoring of the effectiveness of these audits or ability to show something to AUQA to demonstrate that the university is indeed effective here.

	(i) initiate and oversee a formal and regular program of review of academic and research activities of the University; and
	1. link to review of University Plans – course, learning & teaching, research (& institutional development)


	
	This is a significant piece of work and ought to be considered very carefully. Has significant implications – a statement such as this would prompt AUQA to ask – Great idea- show us how it all works !

Much work to set up the processes

Serious potential for push back from the organisation as yet another review requiring their valuable time and input etc. etc.

Senate doesn’t have the resources to manage this.

	
	2. course review
	5-year
	

	(j) provide a forum to facilitate information flow and debate in relation to academic issues within the University and between the senior executive officers of the University and the wider academic community; and
	
	
	This is an area of focus for Senate. Thought needs to be given to how this would be structured.

	(k) review and report on all matters referred to it by the Council or the Vice-Chancellor; and make recommendations to the Council or the Vice-Chancellor about academic standards or facilities at the University.
	Request/response process in place
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